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HOW THE FATHERS HAVE BEEN TREATED 

IN THE CHURCH OF ROME— No. HI. 
The late Mr. Otway, in his amusing sketches in Ireland, 
gives an account of the adrentnres of a ganger who foand 
himself one day in a lonely d'strict hunted down by a 
number of men to whom he had given good reason for 
being hia enemies. He ran with all the speed of a man 
running for his life ; baffled liis parsners for a considerable 
time, and might, perhaps, have escaped but for the inter- 
vention of a deep and rapid river into which, tired as he 
was, he had no alternative but to plunge. There his 
Iinnters came up with him, exhausted and on the point of 
sinking ; but, less bloodthirsty than he had apprehended, 
they neither murdered him nor even left him to drown, 
but rescued him ; and having revived him with copious 
draughts of poteen, blindfolded him and carried him off as 
a prisoner. Tor six whole weeks he w.is kept cooped up 
as a close prisoner in a lonely mountain shoaling, but 
getting plenty to eat and drink, and e.xccpt his strange 
imprisonment having Jiothing else to complain of. At 
last, one day he was brought OTit, made to walk a con- 
siderable distance, and then permitted to remove the 
bandage from his eyes and to find the best of his way 
home, to the great astonishment of his mourning widow 
and orphans. 

The explan.ition of the ganger's strange adventure was, 
that he had lodged inform-iiions, in which penalties to the 
amount of several thousands of pounds were claimed from 
the people of the district, .ill which informations fell to the 
ground in consequence of the ganger's enforced absence 
from the assizes. 

This is not the only eise we have heard of in which an 
important witness was kidnapped by those who were afraid 
of the evidence he might give ; and we could cap Mr. 
Otway's story of iheganger with another which came under 
our own observation. It was an important trial in which 
the plaintiff chiefly relied on a deed which ho imagined 
would prove his case. The defendant, who wjjs clever and 
unscrupulous, tvhen other expedients failed, quietly kid- 
napped a certain John Sweetlips, who was the witness who 
was to prove the execution of the deed. The trial came 
on. No John Sweetlips was forthcoming. Tlie defendant's 
counsel were instructed to maintain that the deed was a 
forgery, and unsparingly taunted the other side lor not 
Ijroducing the witness who alone could prove the deed to 
be a genu'ne instrument. The plaintiff failed this time, 
bat two or three years aftenvards he brought the cise to a 
new trial ; and tliis time ho took better care of his wit- 
nesses. John was produced in court, but the defendant's 
ingenaily was not exhausted, ami hetlenied that the wit- 
ness pro luccd w,is the real John Sweetlips at all. John 
Sweetlips, he said, is a most respectable man, and every 
way worthy of credit, but this fellow here is a lying vaga- 
bonil, who deserves to be severely punished for the imposi- 
tion he hus attempted to practise on tliis honourable court. 
Notwithstanding all, the identity of the witness was 
established, and the deed proved, when up gets the 
counsel for the defendant, as bold as brass, and tells the 
jury that it would be found that the true construction of 
this deed would completely establish his client's case. We 
fancy our readers would not be likely to take this brag of 
his for gospel, as it would occur to them that if this deed 
bad been so completely in his client's favour, he would 
hardly have taken so much trouble to prevent the deed 
from being put in. 
Bmh of our renders as have read our last nrnnber will 



have no difficulty at guessing the application of our little 
parable. They will remember what we told them of the 
history of a certain epistle from St. Ohrysostom to the 
monk CtEsarins ; what desperate attempts were made by 
Roman Catholic authorities to suppress this epistle ; how 
the leaves were cancelled in which a respectable and honest 
Roman Catholic divine had been about to publish it ; how 
the Protestants who had cited it were boldly accused of 
forgery ; how, when the epistle could be suppressed no 
longer, it was strenuously maintained that it was notChry- 
sostom's ; lastly, when this plea has been thought too pre- 
carious, how it has been attempted to defend the assertion 
that it contains good Roman Catholic doctrine. If any of 
our readers who are impatient of dry disquisition do not 
care to read the rest of our article, we can venture to leave 
the decision of the question to their common sense, without 
any further discussion. Would the Roman Catholic 
authorities have been so very much afraid of this epistle, 
and have shown such a particular dislike to its publication, 
if the doctrine had been such as they approved of ? It is 
certain that a Roman Catholic who, at the present dity, 
slioul J use the samo language wouhl bo grievously sus- 
pected of heres)'. But we quoted in onr April number 
the honest confession of the Belgian Index Expnrgatorius, 
that the Church of Rome judges of the language of ancient 
fathers by a different rule from that which she applies to 
the 1 mguage of modern divines : — " In ancient Catholic 
writers we bear very many errors, and extenuate or excuse 
them, or, by inventing a device, often deny them, and 
frame a convenient sense for them, when they are opposed 
to us in disputations with adversaries." 

For those who care to examine moio closely into the 
subj(>ct, we proceed now to give a more minute account of 
the subject of the e])isile to Cicsarius, and of the light 
which it throws on the belief of the Church of that day on 
the subject of the Eucharist. The Eucharist is not the 
direct subject of the letter ; and hero we cannot pass with- 
out observuliun this remarkable fact, that we find no dis- 
cussions or controversies on the suVijcct of the Eucharist 
for many centuries in the Church. There were then here- 
tics in abundance — men ready enough to qucsti in all tlint 
human reason could not fathom. All thfl deepest and 
most sacred mysteries of our religion were made matters 
of controversy ; there were found Christians who disputed 
the doctrine of the Trinity, who denied the divitiiiy of our 
Lord, or the truth of His human natuie, and who fought 
against the divinity of the Holy Ghost. IIow are « e to 
account for the fact that in this disputation? age we can 
find no controversies concerning the Eucharist, and that 
we are left to learn the opinion of the Church of those 
days upon this subject from the incidental allusions which 
were used as illustrations in the discussion of other contro- 
versies. If belief in the stupendous miracles of transuii- \ 
stantialion hod been then part of the creed of the ortho- 
dox, is it credible that no heretic should ever have disputed 
if, and that those who qncstioncd everything else should 
have acquiesced without resistance in a doctrine so con- j 
trary to the suggestions of the senses and to the first ; 
intuitions of human reason ? Is it not manifest that the 
reason why the doctrine of trantubstantiation was not then 
impugned was because it had not been then put forward, 
and because the Church was then content to believe that 
the faithful comraunicmt wiis a partaker of Christ, without 
attempting presumptuously to define the manner how ? 

We have said that some of the earliest questions which 
were discussed among Christians referred to the character 
anil offices of onr blessed Lord. When the voice of the 
Church ha<l been expressed unequivocilly at the first great 
general council, the Council of Nicaea, the denicrs of our 
Lord's divinity were gradually brought to silence, and all 
acquiesced in the doctrine that the Son of God is both 
God and man. But uew controversies arose as to the 
manner in which the two natures are thus wonderfully 
united. Among those who put forward on this subject 
opinions which were condemned by the Church was Apol- 
linarius the younger, a man of distinguished abilities, zeal, 
and learning, one of the most zealous defenders of the 
Nicene faith against every class of Arian heretics. But in 
his zeal to uphold the divinity of our Lord he put forward 
notions inconsistent with the perfect truth of H's manhood. 
In particular, he maintained that our Lord did not possess 
a human, rational eonl ; for that such a soul wns gnper- 
fluons where the Divine " Lugo»," or Word, was present. 



Views very similar were revived not very far from a cen- 
tury afterwards by the Eutychian heretics. Where they 
differed from the Apollinarians it is unnecessary for our 
present pnrpose to discuss. Suffice it to say, that in many 
points their views runup into (he same; in particular, that 
whereas the creed of orthodox Christians is, that " in our 
Lord's one person two whole and perfect nature?, the god- 
head and the manhood, were joined together never to be 
divided ;'' these sects confounded the two natures, and 
taught that after the Word became flesh there was but one 
nature common to both, the human nature being, as the 
Entychians tanjjht, swallowed up of the divine. 

We have prefixed this explanation in order to explain 
the subject of the epistle to Cicsarius. St. Chrysostom, it 
will be observed, flourished after Apollinarius.'but be/ore 
the rise of the Eutychian heresy. Now, thii epistle to 
Ciesarius purports to have been written by St. Chrysostom 
to that monk with the intention to deliver him from the 
snares of the Apollinarian heresy, and to convince him 
that our Saviour Christ was perfect man as well as perfect 
God, and bore in His one person the unmixed properties of 
these two dist'nct natures. In the course of his discussion, 
and in proving the possibility of such a twofold nature 
being possessed by one thing, he draws the illustration 
from the Eucharist which has been the subject of so much 
modern controvtrsy. 

"For as (in the Eucharist') before the bread is conse- 
crated we call it bread, but when the grace of God by the 
priest has consecrated it, it is no longer called bread, but is 
eslcemod worthy to l>c called the Lord's body, although the 
nature of bread stiil remains in it ; and kc do not say there 
be two bodies, but one body of the. Son : so here the divine 
nature being joined with the (human) body, they both 
together make up but one Son, one person. But yet they 
must be confessed to remain without coitfusion, after an 
indivisible manner, not in one nature, but in two perfect 
natures.'' 

This illu'tration become a fiivonrito one with the ortho- 
dox iu their arguments with the Eutychian heretics. Thus 
'i'heodoret, in his dialogue against the Eutychians, dwells 
at length upon this topic, nnd as his argument throws n 
good deal of light on the more concise language of the 
epis'le to Cfcsarins wo transcribe it at some length. In 
the first place, the reader may have observed the caut'oiw 
language of the epistle to Caj=arius, which, instead of 
saying that the consecrated bread is the Lord's body, says 
that it is worthy to be called the Lord's body. The follow- 
ing extract from Thcodoret's dialogue will show in what 
sense he understood the name to be applied* :^ 

"Orthodox— Do you not know that God called His body 
bread ? [He alludes to the passage, John vi., I am the 
bread of life, &c.] 

" Eranistos [the Eutychian hereticj — I know it. 

" Orth. — Elsewliore, also. He calleih His flesh wheat. 

" Eran. — I know that also : ' Unless a corn of wheat fall 
into the ground and die,' £c. 

" (Jrth. — But in the delivery of the mystern s He called 
the bread His body, and that which is mixed [in the cup] 
blood. 

" Ivran.— He did so call them. 

" Orth. — But that which is His body by nature is also 
to be called His body, and His blood, blood. 

" Eran. — We confess it. 

I " Orth But our Saviour changed the names, and on 

I His body He imposed tlic name of the symbol, and on the 
symbol He put the name of His body ; and so having 
> called Himself a vine, lie callpd the symbol blood. 
' " Eran. — Very right ; but I have a mind to know the 
j reason of this change of names. 

I " Ortli. — The scope is manifest to those that are initiated 

in divine things. For He would have those that partici- 

', pate the divine mysteries not to attend to the nature of 

those things that arc seen,, but upon the chattgiug of the 

\ names to believe the change that is made by grace. For 

' He that called His body, that is so by nature, wheat and 

bread, and again termed Himself a vine, honoured the 

' visible symbols with the appellation of His body and blood, 

I not altering the nature, but to nature adding grace." 

The reader will observe that Theodoret argues here that 
j where our Lord calls the consecrated elements His body 
I and blood, it does not follow that there is any change of 



• Sec Theodorel's Works, Vol. It., p. 17, *e, rati?, 1642. 
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their nature, or any transubstantiation of tbem into His 
body and blood ; any more than when He calls His natural 
body wheat and bread, or when He c«H» Himself a vine, 
there is any change of Hit nature, or any transuhsUaiia- 
tion of Himself into wheat, or bread, or a vine. 

The point which Theodoret thus brings ont is well 
worth attending to. It is true that our Lord has called 
bread by the name of His body, but it is also true that He 
calls His natural body by the name of wheat and breal. 
It is true that He calls wine His blood, but it is also true 
that He calls HimseU' aTioe. Why are these two classes 
of passages to be nnderstood differently? and why is an 
nnbendingly literal interpretation to be given to one set of 
passages which nobody dreams of giving to the other? 

In the following passage Theodoret draws from the 
EncbariBt a proof of the truth of onr Lord's body, and 
the reality of His human nature still existing : — 

" Onh Tlie mystical symbols offered to God by the 

priests, pray tell me what are they signs of? 

'« Eran.— Of the Lord's body and blood. 

" Orth. — Of His body, truly or not truly such ? 

" Eran. — Of that which is truly so. 

" Orth. — Very right. For there must be an original 
of an image ; for painters imitate nature, and draw the 
images of visible things. 

" Eran.— True. 

" Orth. — If, then, the divine mysteries are antitypes of 
a true body, then the Lord's body is a true body still, 
not changed into the nature of the Deity, but filled with 
divine glory." 

In other words. Theodoret argues, that since the 
Eucharist is the sign of the Lord's body, and that since 
to every sign must correspond something signified ; 
therefore our Lord must jtill have a true body ; and, 
therefore, that it must be false to assert that His as- 
cended body has been changed into the nature of Deity : 
whereas, in truth, His body, although filled with divine 
glory, retains the truth of a human body. It is obvious 
that if the writer had believed in transubstantiation, 
we would have had a much shorter argument ; he would 
liave said the Lord has a true body since the Eucharist 
is daily converted into the true body of our Lord. 

We resume our quotation. The Eutychian says that 
since meniiun has been made of the Eucharist, he will 
thence draw an argument in support of his views : — ; 

"Eran. — As the symbols of Christ's body and blood 
arc one thing befure the priest's invocation, but after 
the invocation are changed, and become another thing ; 
so the Lord's body, after His assumptiou, is changed 
into a divine essence. 

" Orth. — You are caught in a net of your own weav- 
ing ; for, after saiictificatioa the mi/stical symbols do not 
depart from their own nature ; for they remain still in their 
former substance, and figure, and form, and may be 
seen and touched just as before; but they are under- 
stood to be that which they are made, and are believed 
and venerated as being those things they are believed- 
to be.'' 

And Pope Gelasius, likewi'se arguing also against the 
same class of heretics, repeats the same argument. 

" The sacraments of the body and blood of Christ which 
we take are surely a divine thing, for which reason we 
become by them partakers of the divine nature, and 
yet the substance of the bread and wine does not cease to 
be ; and, indeed, the image and likeness of the body 
and blood of Christ are celebrated in the action of the 
mysteries," &c. 

In all these passages a principle is taken for granted, 
directly the contrary of the doctrine taught now by the 
Church of Home. The Church of Koine now teaches that 
the substanceof the bread and wine is annihilated. Chry- 
sostoni, Theodoret, and Gelasius teach that the sub- 
stance of the bread and wine remains. And the 
strength of this proof is increased by the fact that these 
statements occur, not in a direct treatise on theEucharist, 
but in an argument on a wholly different subject. For 
we must believe that these principles by which they 
endcivonred to confute their opponents were truths 
acknowledged by all parties; unless wc are to suppose 
these great fathers to have been so destitute of common 
sense as to attempt to prove incertum per incertius, and 
to put into the hands of their adversaries a weapon 
which could be retorted with fatal effect. For, sup- 
pose that transubstantiation bad been in those 
days the doctrine of the Church, how triumphantly 
could the Eutychian have retorted on his orthodox ad- 
versaries, lie would say : " You have brought forward 
the Eucharist to illustrate the two-fold nature of our Lord. 
I accept your illustration and turn it against yourselves. 
For the Church holds that in the Eucharist the nature 
of bread and wine does not remain ; it possesses not a 
two-fold nature, but one wholly divine ; and so likewise 
is our Lord's human nature wholly absorbed in the 
divinity which remains now His only nature." 

This reply is so obvious and conclusive that it is evi- 
dent that the orthodox champions were not prepared for 
the possibility of it ; that they did not think it possi- 
ble for any one to assert that it was the doctrine of the 
Church that in the Eucharist the nattue of bread and 
wine do not remain. 

Boman Catholic divinef are sadly puzzled what totaj 
in reply to the evidence afforded by this Eutychian con- 
troversy that the Church of that day did not believein 



transubstantiation, and they have nothing better to say 
in reply than that when Uiese fathers say tbat the 
nature or substance of bread remains, they mean 
nothing more than that the accidents of br^d remain. 
We scarcely think that a reply is necessnry to this 
gratuitous assertion, that substance means accidents. 
We clialleoge Uiem to produce the smallest proof that 
any ef these fathers had heard of the fancy of the school- 
men, that accidents could be separated from their sub- 
stance, and exist without it, or that the accidents could 
remain, and the substance not remain. And if they 
meant to assert that the accidents only remained, the 
Eutychian retort remained in full force; for the 
Eutycluan might admit that our Lord's body, in Uke 
manner, exhibited the outward appearance of human 
nature, though, in reality, the humanity had been wholly 
absorbed by the divinity. 

We have demonstrated, we think, that the champions of 
the orthodox against the Eutychian heretics, in the fifth 
century, did not hold the doctrine of transubstantiation. 
There remains the minor question, are we to reckon St. 
Chrjsostom among the number of those whose opinions on 
the Eucharist were elicited by a similar controversy, and 
was he really the author of the epistle to Csesarius. We 
can afford to state the evidence on this subject with perfect 
candour and impartiality ; for, as far as the evidence in 
proof of the novelty of transubstantiation is concerned, it 
is immaterial to us whether St. Chrysostom be the author 
or not. It is certain that this epistle to Ciesarins is the 
work of a chan'pion of the orthodox faith in opposition to 
heretics. The arguments he puts forward, and the princi- 
ples ivhieli he takes for granted, must be those which were 
held by the Church of his age. The fact that this epistle 
was ascribed to St. Clirysostom, and generally believed to 
bo his, proves that nothing was found in the epistlo op- 
posed to the received faith of the Church, or such as an 
esteemed divine, such as St. Clirysostom, would bo re- 
garded as incapable of having written. And as the value 
of the epistle to us is not the light which it throws upon 
the private opinions of St. Chrysostom (which wouhl be a 
matter of mere curjpsity), but the light whic'i it throws 
u|x>u the received doctrine of the Church of his dSy, it 
renders us this service, whether he were actually the 
author or not. 

And supposing even that it were to turn out that the 
epistle did not belong to the age of St. Chrysostom at all, 
but that!', was written a hundred years later; why, this 
would be all the better for us. It is a curious thing that 
it is always a Roman Catholic's interest to produce tiithers 
on his side as old as he can, while it is the interest of 
Protestants to produce the most modern fathers they 
can find on their side. The reasm of this is, that we 
maintain that the peculiar doctrines of Komanism are 
innovations, added to the original pure and apostolic 
doctrine. It is evident that the older books thai Homan 
Catholics can find containing their doctrines, the better 
they defend themselves against the charge of innovation. 
On the other hand, the more modern books Protestants 
can find ignoring any Roman Caiholic doctrine, or opposed 
to it, the later it proves to have been the introduction of 
these addi;ions to the ancient pure faith. Thus in the 
present example ; if the epistle to Cassarius were written by 
St. Clirysostom, it proves that transubstantiation had not 
become the faiih of the Church at the beginning of the 
fifth century. Supposing it w.ts proved that this epistle 
was written a hundred years later, why thi^ would be a 
hundred years clear gain tons; it would prove that for 
a hundred years after Chrysostom the notion of transub- 
stantiation was still unheard of. 

Feeling ourselves, then, quite indifferent, and having no 
prejudice on cither side of the question, wo shall state 
as fa rly as we can the arguments on both sides of the 
question whether this epistle is St. Chrysostom's or not. 
And, in the first place, there is all the evidence in favour 
of this epistle being St. Chrysostom's which exists in 
favour of most of his minor works. The episile bears the 
title, "The Episile of the blessed John, Bishop of Con- 
stantinople, to the Monk C^sarius, in the time of his 
second tiile." It is quoted as Chrysostom's by St. John 
of Damascus, by the Presbyter Anastasius, by JJice- 
phoru?, and others, who wrote on the sulject of the two 
natures of our Lord. It is plain that such evidence 0Ui4ht 
not to be rejected without strong evidence on the other 
side ; and, accordingly, the Jesuit Hardonin, in his discus- 
sion of this epistle, accepts it as a genuine work of St. Chry- 
sostom's ; and no one appears to have denied its genuine- 
ness nntilLequien assailed it in his dissertation prefixed to the 
works of St. Joannes Damasccnus. We think it is pretty 
certain that the work would have been allowed to remain 
quietly St. Chrysostom's if it had not been for the dis- 
agreeable doctrine which is taught in it. Some of the 
arguments adduced by the Benedictine editor for rejecting 
it are very trifling. He feels a difficulty because we do 
not hear elsewhere of the monk Csesafios, jost as if all 
St. Chrysostom's correspondents must be as celebrated as 
himself; and he finds the style very unlike that of other 
works of St. Chrysostom. But the argument from dif- 
ference of style, which is at all times precarious, is in 
this case particularly so, as the great part of the epistle 
is only preserved in a Latin translation. What would 
have real force in making us doubt the genuineness of 
the epistle would be, if the assertion could be proved 
that the language of the episti^ shows an acqaaiutauce 



with phraseology w hich was not used until the Nestorian 
and Eutychian controversies which arose after the death 
of St. Chrysostom. If this were so, the presumption 
would be that the episUe was forged some 50 years after 
his death by some of the orthodox opponents of the 
Eutychians, who wished to press these heretics down 
with the weight of St. Chrysostom's authority ; that as 
they could not represent that father writing against the 
Eutychians by name, they represent him as writing 
against the ApoUiuarians, and using against them argu- 
ments directly applicable to the Eutychians also. If 
this were so, the testimony, as we have said, in proof of 
the doctrine of the Church of the fifth century would be 
as strong as before. A forger would be even more 
cautious than St. Chrysostom himself not to use language 
inconsistent with his known opinions. And an epistle 
written by the champions of orthodoxy in the name of 
St. Chrysostom, and so successfully imitating that writer 
as to deceive every one down to the time of Father Le- 
quien, could not possibly contain any doctrinal statement 
opposed to the orthodox faith of the Church of his day, 
which St. Chrysostom was known to have strenuously 
maintained. 

But the Benedictine editor himself does his best to 
remove much of the ground of suspicion against this 
epistle. He shows that by whomsoever it was written, 
it was directed against Apollinarians, not Eutychians ; 
that the errors which it opposes are expressed in the very- 
words which we know from other sources to have been 
used by ApoUinarius ; and that no doctrine is contro- 
verted in this epistle except what we can prove the 
Apollinarians maintained. This being so, we think it 
very unlikely that a forger would have executed his task 
so successfully as to be guilty of no anachronism in this 
matter ; and we see no reason for rejecting the old tra- 
dition which ascribes the work to St. Chrysostom. But 
however this may be, it is suflacient for our purpose to 
have shown that the champions of orthodoxy in the fifth 
century defended the truth of our Lord's two natures by 
denying in express words the lioman Catholic doctriue 
of transubstantiation. 



THE SEE OF ST. PETER.— No. VIII. 
We undertook in our April number to notice some alleged 
Scripture testimonies relied on by our correspondent. Dr. 
Geraghty, as evidence of St. Peter's supremacy. They 
were Matt. x. 2, Acts i., and Acts xv. 12.* Let ns now 
see what their evidence amounts to, and what they are 
really worth. 

The first is, we believe, a favourite argument with Roman 
Catholics, j udging from the frequency with which it has been 
repeated by various writers ; but it appears to ns to prove 
nothing whatsoever. St. Matthew is recording our Lord's 
calling to Him His twelve disciples,and he enumerates their 
names, placing Peter first in the catalogue ; but so far is the 
Evangelist from stating or insinuating that in naming him 
first he meant that he was to have greater powers than the 
rest, that the context appears to negative any such inference, 
for onr blessed Lord is represented as bestowing on all His 
twelve disciples the same powers. " And having called His 
twelve disciples together, he gave them power over unclean 
spirits, to cast them out, and to heal .all manner of diseases 
and all manner of infirmities. And the names of the twelve 
Apostles are these, the first, Simon, who is called Peter, 
and Andrew his brother, James the son of Zebedee, and 
John bis brother, &c. These twelve Jesus sent, command- 
ing </i«m" to " go to the lost sheep of the house of Israel, 
and going, to preach, saying the kingdom of heaven is at 
hand. " We believ'e it was a common opinion of the 
Fathers that St. Peter was the first called of the Apostles, 
some that he had precedence in point of age, others of 
personal merit ; but whatever the ground may be on which 
he was named first in this catalogue, it at most can denote 
a mere precedency of honour, not a supremacy in power or 
authority over the rest Surely, it is unnecessary to go 
into any argument to prove that it is a mere fallacy to 
contend that a primacy or precedence cannot exist among 
equals in rank without conferring power over the rest in 
faiiu who has the precedence, much less such a supreme 
and absolute power as the advocates of the Papal supre- 
macy are driven to contend for. 

It may be worth while, however, to observe that St. Peter 
is not always named first in the Scriptures, though he 
generally may be so. See, for example, St. John i. 44, in 
which Beihsaidais called, not the city of Peter and Andrew, 
but of Andrew and Peter. If St. John the Evangelist 
really considered St. Peter a monarch, and Andrew his 
subject, is it not strange that he should have so placed 
them ? If Andrew had been n.amed first, or as first in St. 
Matthew, would Dr. Geraghty think it any proof that 
Andrew had the supremacy over his brother Peter ? 

Again, St. Foal, in his Epistle to the Galatians, speak- 
ing of his going up with Barnabas and Titus to the Apostles 
at Jerusalem, places Cephas (i.e., Peter) after James, ch. 
ii., v. 9 ; "James, and Cephas, and John, who seemed to 
be pillars, gave to me and Barnabas the right hands of 
fellowship, that we should go to the Gentiles, and they 
unto the uncircumcisiou." If St Paul had considered 
Peter as h.iving supreme or any power over Ji'.mea and John, 
is it possible that he should not only call them all by the same 
title — " pillars," but place James before Peter ? If he had 
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